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Senate Panel, 15-0, Clears Compromise 
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A compromise version of contro- 
versial regulatory legislation re- 
ceived strong bipartisan support 
from a key Senate panel yesterday 
and tentative praise from the Clinton 
administration and some environ- 
mentalists. 

The bill, passed unanimously by 
the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee, directs agencies to con- 
duct risk assessments and cost-ben- 
efit analyses for regulations costing 
more than $100 million, but does not 
prohibit new regulations whose 
costs to industry are calculated to 
outweigh their benefits to society. 

The measure, introduced by Sen. 
William V. Roth Jr., (R-Del), also 


requires agencies to review regula- 
tions every 10 years. Rules not re- 
considered in that time frame will 
expire. 

The congressional campaign for 
cost-benefit requirements, outlined 
in the House (^P “Contract With 
America,” is designed in large part 
to provide relief for businesses from 
what they view as excessive envi- 
ronmental and safety regulations. 

The drive for a “risk" bill is part of 
an overall GOP bid to roU back some 
of the nation’s major environmental 
statutes. Senate Majority Leader 
Robert }. Dole (R-Kan.) and 32 other 
senators continued that effort yes- 
terday, introducing legislation that 
would provide property owners com- 
pensation if their property value is 
diminished more than 30 percent by 


a government action. The measure 
is designed to respond to complaints 
about restrictions on land use im- 
posed by existing wetlands and en- 
dangered species statutes. 

Roth’s version of the risk bill 
passed 15 to 0 in the committee and 
drew praise from GOP and Demo- 
cratic members. Sen. John Glenn (D- 
Ohio) said it “provides tough medi- 
cine for oiur regulatory process.” 
Roth called it a “tremendously im- 
portant step” toward reducing the 
regulatory burden on businesses, 
government and the public. 

Even Clinton adniiinistration offi- 
cials, who have flatly opposed other 
risk statutes, tentatively lauded the 
bill. “We think is quite promising," 
said EPA spokeswoman Sylvia Lour- 
ance. But a few aspects of the bill 


Bill on Regulatory Risk Assessment 


still trouble the administration, she 
added. 

“We’re encouraged," said Greg 
Wetstone, legislative director of the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, 
an environmental group. “We’re very 
pleased with the movement we see.” 

The fate of the Roth biU is nonethe- 
less uncertain. Although likely to re- 
ceive broad support in the Senate, it 
would have to be reconciled with the 
House bill, which imposes far greater 
restrictions on the regulatory power 
of federal agencies. The White House, 
which is conducting an administrative 
review of the federal regulatory pro- 
cess, in the past has hinted that risk 
legislation would be vetoed. 

Roth stressed that the bill is de- 
signed ultimately to keep regulatory 
agencies in check and reduce the 


heavy costs that regulations impo^ 
on taxpayers. For example, the bill 
directs agencies to review thorough- 
ly any alternatives to proposed regu- 
lations that would reduce their costs. 

The bill also creates an oversight 
mechanism, allowing Congress a 45- 
day period in which it could block 
regulations after they are issued by 
federal agencies. 

Supporters favor the Roth propos- 
al as much for what it excludes as for 
what it includes, however. Unlike 
the risk bill passed earlier this 
month by the House, the Senate bill 
does not call for risk assessments 
and cost-benefit analyses to super- 
sede existing environmental and 
safety laws. 

And unlike a bill proposed by 
Dole, it does not allow industry 


groups to challenge a rule in court at 
various stages before it is final. In- 
stead, it calls for limited judicial re- 
view only after a rule is formulated. 

While the House bill requires 
cost-benefit analyses on all regula- 
tions costing $25 million or more, 
the Roth bill’s much higher thresh- 
old would subject far fewer rules to 
the process. 

While other bills require the can- 
cellation of regulations whose costs 
are shown to outweigh their bene- 
fits, the Roth bill only suggests that 
the regulation include an explanation 
of why the benefits justify the costs. 

The Roth bill “represents a restora- 
tion of common sense," said Sen. Wil- 
liam S. Cohen (R-Maine), a member of 
the Governmental Affairs panel. 



